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TUESDAY, JUNE 14, 1955 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FORESTS OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 1310, 
New House Office Building, Hon. George M. Grant (chairman of the 
subcommittee), presiding. 
Mr. Grant. The committee will come to order, please. 


We have several bills for consideration this morning. 
(The bills are as follows:) 


[{H. R. 374, 84th Cong., ist sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the adjustment and clarification of ownership to certain lands within the Stanislaus 
National Forest, Tuolumne County, California, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That in order to clarify and adjust the ownership 
of certain tracts of land situated within the exterior boundaries of the Stanislaus 
National Forest, California, the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized on behalf of 
the United States to accept from the persons claiming title under patent from the 
State of California a deed of conveyance of the lands described as follows: South 
half northwest quarter and north half southwest quarter of section 29, and south 
half northeast quarter, south half northwest quarter, northeast quarter southwest 
quarter, northwest quarter southeast quarter, and northeast quarter southeast 

uarter of section 30, township 4 north, range 19 east, Mount Diablo meridian, 

alifornia, which lands are a part of the Stanislaus National Forest and subject to 
all laws and regulations applicable to said national forest, and the Secretary of 
Agriculture is further authorized to thereupon quitclaim and convey to the 

rantors of the lands described above all right, title, and interest of the United 
States in and to the lands described as follows: South half southeast quarter of 
section 25, and northeast quarter northeast quarter of section 36, township 4 
north, range 18 east, and south half south half of section 30, and north half north 
half of section 31, township 4 north, range 19 east, Mount Diablo meridian, 
California, subject, however, to reservations of such easements for road rights-of- 
way as the Secretary of Agriculture may determine to be necessary for the protec- 
tion and administration of the Stanislaus National Forest. 


[H. R. 426, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 
A BILL To provide for the establishment of townsites and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Represenatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That areas of not to exceed six hundred and forty 
acres for any one application may be set aside and designated by the Secretary of 
Agriculture as a townsite from any national forest land or land administered by 
the Secretary of Agriculture under title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant 
Act, upon application and satisfactory showing of need therefor by any county, 
city, or other governmental subdivision. Areas so designated may be divided into 
townlots and offered for sale by the Secretary of Agriculture at public sale to the 
highest bidder: Provided, That any of such lots as may be offered for sale at a 
publie sale and for which there is no satisfactory bid may be disposed of by the 
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Secretary of Agriculture at private sale for not less than the appraised value 
thereof: Provided further, That any person now occupying any of such lands and 
having constructed improvements thereon pursuant to a permit or other authori- 
zation from the Federal Government shall be given the opportunity of purchasing 
such lands at the appraised value. 


(H. R. 763, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 





A BILL To provide that certain lands acquired by the United States shall be administered by the Secretar 
of Agriculture as national forest lands 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That those certain lands situated within the boun- 
daries of the Lincoln National Forest, New Mexico, which were conveyed to the 
United States by the State of New Mexico by deeds dated December 3, 1951, and 
recorded in book 142 at pages 547 to 556, inclusive, records of Otero County, 
New Mexico, in exchange for lands of the United States pursuant to the Act of 
June 28, 1934 (48 Stat. 1269; 43 U. S. C. 3152), as amended, are hereby made 
parts of said Lincoln National Forest and hereafter shall be subject to all laws, 
rules, and regulations applicable to the national forest. 


[H. R. 4004, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the sale of certain lands in the national forests 





Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to 
sell at not less than the appraised value, and under such terms and conditions as 
he deems appropriate, lands in the national forests which are (1) isolated parcels 
or narrow projecting strips, or (2) lands immediately adjacent to urban areas, 
when he finds such lands suitable for private ownership and better adapted to 
commercial, agricultural, residential, or other private purposes than to national 
forest purposes. 


[S. 1079, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


AN ACT To provide for the sale of certain lands in the national forests 





Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to 
sell at not less than the appraised value, and under such terms and conditions as 
he deems appropriate, lands in the national forests which are isolated parcels or 
narrow projecting strips when he finds such lands suitable for private ownership 
and better adapted to commercial, agricultural, residential, or other private 
purposes than to national forest purposes. 

Passed the Senate April 25, 1955. 

Attest: Fevton M. Jounston, Secretary. 


Mr. Grant. I understand that Mr. McConnell wants to file a 
statement in behalf of Congressman Fernandez on H. R. 763. 

Would you like to make a statement or just file it for the record? 

Mr. McConnetu. Mr. Chairman, I prefer to just file it for the 
record. I appreciate that very much. 

Mr. Grant. All right. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Antonio M. FERNANDEZ, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
From THE State or New Mexico 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the purpose of H. R. 763, a bill 
which I introduced but which is identical with 5. 72 passed by the Senate, is to 
give national-forest status to some 13,551 acres of Federal timberlands scattered 
in some 35 different small tracts within the Lincoln National Forest. These 
checkerboard lands were formerly owned by the State of New Mexico, and were 
exchanged for other nontimber public-domain lands outside the national forest, 
thereby becoming federally owned but under the administration of the Bureau of 
Land Management under the Taylor Grazing Act. 
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The Department of the Interior and the Department of Agriculture both agree 
that these lands should be placed under the Forest Service for administration as 
forest lands. In fact the very purpose of making the exchanges, in which both 
Departments and the State cooperated, was to bring the lands under Federal 
ownership so that this could be done, and the sole purpose of the bill is to accom- 
plish the purpose sought by these exchanges. 

I respectfully suggest therefore that the committee shelve my bill and that it 
consider 8. 72, which I urge be reported out for action by the House. 

Mr. Grant. We also have two bills by Mr. Engle of California, 
which are H. R. 374 and H. R. 426. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLAIR ENGLE, A UNITED STATES 
REPRESENTATIVE FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


_ Mr. Grant. Mr. Engle, we will be glad to hear from you at this 
time. 

Mr. Eneue. Mr. Chairman, my statement will be very brief, 
dealing first with H. R. 374. This bill has a favorable report from 
the Department of the Interior. 

The purpose of this bill is to authorize the adjustment and clarifi- 
cation of ownership to certain lands within the Stanislaus National 
Forest, Tuolumne County, Calif. . This is the second time, I believe, 
Mr. Chairman, that I have had a situation of this character. In the 
early days of California we had a good many fraudulent surveys. 
That is, the Government employed survey crews to go out and make 
surveys. Apparently, the boys spent all of their time in camp drink- 
ing whisky, playing cards, and whenever they were not doing anything 
else they went fishing. They turned in some notes as to where they 
were supposed to be surveying and, actually, they didn’t survey on 
the ground at all. Of course the Government paid for those surveys. 
People went out and located their lands on what they believed to be 
the lands that they were to occupy under the survey, and then later 
on they found out that they were not on the right land at all. 

This is one of those situations. What his bill does is swap the 
people who have lived for, it seems to me, over 50 years, on this 

articular area, the land on which they are actually located for other 
ands of approximately equivalent value and of the same nature, 
which is the land to which they would be entitled if they were on the 
piece of property which they thought they were on but which they 
are not because of the nature of this fraudulent survey. In other 
words, it is just a swap of land for land in order to make it possible 
for people who relied upon a Government survey which was in fact 
fraudulent, and in error. 

As a consequence, it involves no cost to the Federal Government. 
It is simply a matter of putting people on land which they thought 
they were on all the time or which they thought they had a right to 
be on all the time, and, due to this survey, they are not. 

_Unless there is some question, that is all I have to say about that 


Mr, Granrt. I would just like to ask if the gentlemen who drank 
and who were playing poker were Californians who were making the 
survey? 

Mr. Eneue. Well, they were Californians who had come from the 
East, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Marruews. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me as though this is a 
noncontroversial bill. 

Mr. Engle, are the people who are to be moved pretty well satisfied 
with this idea? 

Mr. Enausz. They are not going to be moved. 

Mr. Marruews. It just confirms the title? 

Mr. Enecue. That is right. They are on this piece of land here. 
They thought they were on another piece of land, and because of 
this fraudulent survey they got on one piece of land instead of the 
other. So the Government says, ‘Well, they are about the same 
type of land, so we will swap titles and you will be on the land you 
are supposed to be on and everybody will be happy.” 

Mr. Hacen. Actually, about all you are doing is correcting a 
description; is that right? 

Mr. Encur. That is what it amounts to. We are correcting 
their patent. 

Mr. Haaren. The land they are on was not described correctly 
originally, and you are describing it correctly now? 

Mr. Eneue. That is correct. It is a swap for land of equivalent 
value, except that the people have put investments in the land 
which they thought they had a title to but which they did not. 

Mr. Grant. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Enotes. The second bill, Mr. Chairman, and this bill, as I say, 
has been favorably reported and cleared by the Bureau of the Budget, 
H. R. 426, is a little more general in its application. The first bill, 
H. R. 374 is really a private bill. H. R. 426 provides for the establish- 
ment of town sites and for other purposes. This bill was drafted at 
my request by the Department of Agriculture. A favorable report 
has been submitted on that legislation, and the Bureau of the Budget 
has cleared it. Here is what we are up against out in California, and 
these are the facts upon which this legislation is based: 

A great many of the mountain communities in the Sierra Nevadas, 
as Mr. Hagen knows, are wedged down in little canyons, like Downie- 
ville, Weaverville, and some others. The national forests come right 
down almost to the edge of the present townsite. The influx of 
people in California have those townsites bulging at the sides, but 
they cannot get out into those national-forest areas except on year- 
to-year permits. 

his bill would permit the Forest Service to block off lands adjacent 
to those townsite areas at the request of a governmental subdivision, 
and to sell lots on those areas to the highest bidder. In other words, 
it is the creation of living space for people in those mountain areas 
where they are so closely closed in now with national-forest areas 
that there simply is not room anywhere for people to establish their 
homes and live. Unless we are going to have a situation where 
these small communities are completely and perpetually stifled, we 
will have to have legislation of this sort. 

The application, of course, has to be cleared by the Department of 
Agriculture. It has to be made by a governmental organization, 
either the city or a county government, and it has to be adjacent to a 
townsite to meet this particular need. The Department of Agricul- 
ture report is rather explicit in regard to the need for this type of 
legislation. It is peas ae we should have done a long time ago, 
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and I hope it will have the favorable consideration of your sub- 
committee. 

Mr. Grant. Mr. Engle, I notice in the report from the Department 
of Agriculture, on page 2, it states the bill should be amended in two 
respects. Will you discuss those amendments and state whether or 
— agree with them? 

r. Enaux. I do not have any objection to the amendments. One 
of them requires that the sales of townlots should be made for not less 
than the appraised value regardless of whether the sale is a public one 
to the highest bidder or a private sale. It says the bill does not specify 
this qualification with respect to the public sale. I think, as the com- 
mittee knows, it has been the practice of the Department of Agriculture 
with reference to the disposal of forest products to put them on a 
minimum value. I have always doubted the intelligence of that 

rivilege where you have bona fide public bidding, with a number of 
bidders. But I would not have any objection to the amendment. 

The second amendment, the second proviso, on page 2 does not 
cover the situation of a person occupying lands to be sold and owning 
the improvements on the land which he purchased from a predecessor 
who had constructed them. This could be corrected by deleting the 
phrase on page 2, ‘‘and having constructed improvements thereon”’, 
and inserting in lieu thereof, ‘on which improvements have been 
constructed bie him or his predecessor.” 

I have no objection whatever, Mr. Chairman, to the adoption of 
those amendments which I regard as perfecting amendments. 

Mr. Grant. Are there further questions? 

If not, we thank you very much, Mr. Engle. 

Mr. Eneaue. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the oppor- 
tunity of appearing. 

Mr. Grant. The next bill is H. R. 4004, introduced by Mr. Hope, 
which is a bill providing for the sale of certain lands of the national 
Te I believe we have some witnesses from the Department on 
this. 

Is Mr. Craft in the room? 

Mr. Craft, will you come forward, please? 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD C. CRAFT, CHIEF, FOREST SERVICE, 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Grant. Mr. Craft, do you have a prepared statement? 

Mr. Crart. No, Mr. Grant, I do not have a prepared statement on 
this bill. 

Mr. Grant. I was looking for a report here from the Department. 
I do not believe we have a written report, do we? 

Mr. Crarr. Mr. Grant, the Department was not requested for a 
report on this bill from the House committee, but we did report on it 
for the Senate committee. I thought I might read to you excerpts 
from the Senate committee report which states the position of the 
Department on this bill. 

Mr. Grant. We will be glad for you to do that, sir. 

Mr. Crarr. We recommend enactment, of this bill. The Depart- 
ment’s report to the Senate committee was cleared through the Bureau 
of the tie 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Craft, what was the number of the Senate bill? 


64676—55——2 





SALE OF CERTAIN LANDS IN NATIONAL FORESTS 


Mr. Crarr. S. 1079. The bills, as they were introduced in the 
House and Senate were identical. The Senate committee amended 
the bill before it reported it out, and it has now passed the Senate, 
but in amended form. 

Mr. Marruews. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt there? 

Mr. Craft, is this a bill similar to the one that was defeated in the 
House in the last session? Do you recall? 

Mr. Crarr. No. As I recall, this committee, last session, asked 
the Department for a report on two bills that were before the House, 
H. R. 2725 and 2105—the last Congress. We reported adversely on 
those bills, and recommended this bill as a substitute for them. It 
was introduced in the House last year by Mr. Hope when he was chair- 
man of the committee, but it never came up for consideration. H. R. 
4004 would authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to sell to private 
owners at not less than appraised value and under such terms and 
conditions as he deems appropriate, national forest lands which are: 
(1) Isolated parcels or narrow projecting strips, or (2) lands immedi- 
ately adjacent to urban areas. 

Before offering any lands for sale, the Secretary would be required 
to find that the lands to be offered are suitable for private ownership 
and better adapted to commercial, agricultural, residential, or other 
private purposes than the national forest purposes. National forest 
lands consist, for the most part, of those reserved for the public domain 
by Presidential proclamation, those purchased under the Weeks law, 
and lands acquired in exchange for the other lands or timber. Asa 
consequence, some of the national forests have irregular boundaries. 
Furthermore, there are many tracts within national forest boundaries 
that are either privately owned or in other public ownership. 

For example, the total area within the national forests boundaries 
June 1954 was 221 million acres, but only 180 million acres of this 
actually had national-forest status. Because of boundary irregularity 
and the intermingling of other lands with national forest lands, 
situations arise where it is difficult or impossible to effectively admin- 
ister small areas of land in national-forest ownership which are isolated 
from other national-forest land. Most of the national forests are 
located in the western United States, where substantial expansion of 
portation, agriculture, and industrial development is underway. 
Many cities and large towns within, adjacent to, or near the national 
forests are rapidly expanding in the west, and sometimes such expan- 
sion is hindered because of nearby national-forest lands which cannot 
be made available for residential or other urban purposes, except 
under permit. 

If this bill were enacted, the Department would not interpret it as 
authorizing any large-scale disposal of the national forests. We 
would not interpret it as authorizing, through sale, any change in the 
national forests system or, for example, the sale of valuable national 
forest timberlands which can be efficiently administered as part of 
a sustained yield timber-management program of the national 
orests. 

However, the bill would offer means whereby the Department 
could dispose of small areas to private owners which it cannot effec- 
tively administer, and also to meet the need for urban expansion. 
With respect to the authority which the bill would provide to sell 
isolated parcels or narrow projecting strips, the Department would 
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plan to implement such authority mainly outside established national 
forest boundaries, when it is impractical to exchange the lands for 
areas within the national forest boundaries, only when the lands 
offered for sale cannot be effectively administered and only when they 
are residual areas or remnants involving only a few acres to a few 
sections in size. 

With respect to the authority which would be provided in the bill 
to sell to private owners national forest lands adjacent to urban 
areas, the Department would construe that authority as applicable 
mainly to the larger metropolitan areas, cities, and towns. We 
would rarely use it for the smaller towns and believe that areas which 
are used only for summer-home purposes would not qualify as urban, 
within the meaning of the bill. 

There is another bill before the committee, one Mr. Engle just 
testified on, the townsite bill, which would authorize the establishment 
of townsites not to exceed 640 acres of national forest lands, their 
division into townlots and their sale. We also favor this bill, and we 
believe that the townsite bill would better meet the need for expansion 
of small towns than would this bill. 

That completes the statement that was in the Department’s 
report, Mr. Chairman, in which we endeavored to explain the way 
in which the Department would interpret and administer this bill 
if it were enacted. 

I think that completes my statement on it, unless you have some 
questions. 

Mr. Grant. Do you recall whether or not the Senate added any 
amendments to the bill? 

Mr. Crarr. Yes, Mr. Grant. I have a copy here of the Senate bill 
as it passed the Senate. They struck the provision relating to the 
sale of lands immediately adjacent to urban areas, and said in their 
report that because that provision was related to the townsite bill, 
which is also before the Senate, they thought the matter of the sale 
of areas under either the townsite bill or close to urban areas in this 
bill ought to be considered at the same time. So, as the Senate 
passed the bill, it would give authorization only to sell lands which 
are isolated parcels or narrow pro jecting strips, when the Secretary 
finds such lands more suitable for private than national forests 
purposes. In other words, the Senate struck, on line 7, beginning 
with “or” to the end of the line. 

I have a copy of the Senate bill as it passed the Senate, if you want 
to see it. 

Mr. Jennincs. Was any consideration given to first offering 
this to either county, State, or municipal governments to be used 
for public purposes, such as parks and recreation areas? 

Mr. Crarr. Yes, some thought has been given to that. That is 
somewhat of a difficult question to answer. I think the best answer 
I can give is this. In the national forests, except for small agricultural 
areas in the eastern national forests, there has heretofore been no 
authority to sell any national forest ‘land, with 1 or 2 very minor, 
very limited exceptions. There is this need which this bill would 
attempt to cover to dispose of certain of these scattered tracts. This 
bill is sort of plowing new ground. It is broad authority. It has 
to be carefully administered. I think our feeling was that the need 
for these lands, if they were going to be moved out of Federal owner- 
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ship, was probably greater to move them into private ownership than 
to open it up at the present time to go into State and county govern- 
ments. It is sort of the philosophy of taking one step at a time and 
seeing how this works before we take the additional step and open it 
up to sale to States and counties. 

Mr. Jennines. It appears to me that is correct, but once it has 
passed to private hands it would be difficult then for the munici- 
palities, county, or State governments to get some of these tracts that 
might be valuable for public recreational areas. I understand par- 
ticularly those areas might be adjacent to urban communities rather 
than the ones which are projected now. 

Mr. Crart. If there were lands that were more suitable for parks 
or recreation areas, I do not believe we would sell them under this 
bill. Under this bill, there has to be an affirmative determination 
that they are more suitable for private purposes than for national 
forest purposes. 

Mr. JenninGs. Yes, the national forests. But at the same time, 
the National Forest Service would not go into a park business or 
would not look at it for the development of a park unless it were 
suitable for a national park. Yet it might be suitable to clear away 
the underbrush, build some picnic facilities, and make it a real asset 
to either a community or 2 or 3 counties.. It appears to me that some 
thought should be given to giving first priority to public use so far as 
those purposes. Nothing in this bill provides that you may do it, as 
I understand it. 

Mr. Crart. That is correct. This would not authorize sale to other 
public bodies. That is correct. 

Mr. Jenninos. That is all. 

Mr. Hacen. Mr. Craft, the Angeles National Forest in Los Angeles 
County, for example, I believe, runs right down to the boundary of 
Hollywood. You might have wholesale sales down there. Will you 
consider first the providing of conventional disposal of forest lands, 
for small tracts and so forth? 

Mr. Crartr. Was your question, do we? 

Mr. Hacen. Under this bill, you do not do that, do you? 

Mr. Crarr. [ am not sure I got your question. 

Mr. Hacen. Presently, you can dispose of Forest Service lands in 
small tracts, for example? 

Mr. Crart. No, we cannot. The public-domain land can be so 
disposed, but the Small Tracts Act does not apply to national forests 
at the present time. 

Mr. Hacen. Is there any method where sale is not presently 
available for these lands? Is there any method existing presently for 
getting lands of this character into private hands under any arrange- 
ment? 

Mr. Crarr. At the present time, we can dispose of national forest 
lands in these ways: We can exchange land with private owners or 
we can exchange it with States or with local governments. We can 
sell lands that were acquired under the Weeks Act, purchased national 
forests lands which would apply in the East, and not to your situation 
in California, if those lands are small agricultural areas that got 
included. Certain national forest lands in the West can be home- 
steaded under the Forest Homestead Act. That does not take care 
of what you are talking about. 
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They go to private ownership under the mining laws. The national 
forest oa in the West are established by Presidential proclamation. 
They can be redeclared public domain, and then they go to Interior 
and be subject to disposal under the acts applicable to the public 
domain. Those are the ways which are available at the present time. 

Mr. Hacen. That last method, transmitting to Interior, you do 
not think that would be suitable to get rid of these? 

Mr. Crarr. It is very awkward and very cumbersome. In the 
consideration of these bills, we have had consultation with the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, and they have indicated to us a favorable 
reaction with respect to Agriculture obtaining authority to handle 
such disposals directly. 

Mr. Haagen. I did not understand that. 

Mr. Crart. The Department of the Interior has given us a favora- 
ble position on their part with respect to Agriculture handling these 
needed disposals directly and not going through this rather cumber- 
some procedure of changing land status and then switching it over 
to them and getting it on their records and so on. We have done 
some of that. We have done quite a bit of that in Alaska. 

Mr. Hagen. Is it not possible that under this legislation there 
would be severe encroachment of ‘private ownership in that Angeles 
National Forest? That area is growing tremendously. 

Mr. Crart. It is areas like outside of Los Angeles, Tucson, and 
some of these larger cities in the West, where the suburbs are growing 
right up into the national forests, where the lands have real-estate 
values, not as wild lands, but as suburban property. It has seemed 
to us that we ought to recognize the need for that type of expansion 
of the western cities. It is not a normal function of the Forest Service 
to be in the real-estate business, so we believe there ought to be 
peerneen whereby needed expansion of that sort could be met. 

hat is the type of authority that this bill would give. It would give 
very broad authority, as you can see, the way it is worded, and it 
would have to be administered with considerable care. 

Mr. Haagen. Do you think the Government is well protected by the 
proposal? 

Mr. Crarr. If you have confidence in the executive branch, it is. 
If you have some question as to whether the executive branch will 
administer it properly now or at some time in the future, you may feel 
that it does not. AsI said this is very broad authority. 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Craft, it is my understanding that in referring 
to the two bills, H. R. 4004 and H. R. 426, that section 2 of H. R. 4004 
has been stricken out on the Senate side with the thougbt that the 
principle in H. R. 426 accomplishes the same objective and perhaps 
refines it a bit more than the section 2 of H. R. 4004. Am I correct 
in my association of those two bills? 

Mr. Crarr. You are correct in your association, Mr. McIntire, 
I am not sure that the Senate committee thought was just as you 
expressed it. The report by the Senate committee, after it said that 
it struck that part out of the bill, said simply ‘“The committee has 
other legislation on the same subject pending before it, and believes 
that further study must be made of these proposals.”’ 

Mr. McIntire. I see. But in H. R. 4004, the provision on line 
six will eliminate some of the costly problems and other problems 
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associated with administering some of these narrow strips that we 
now have in the national forests. 

Mr. Crart. That is correct. 

Mr. McIntire. Now, coming to H. R. 426, which refers to the 
establishment of the townsites, I would like to get your thought as 
to how broad that legislation is in relation to the establishment of new 
townsites. I note that an area is not to exceed 640 acres, which is 
not a very large block of land. Is it your thought that the word 
“townsite” here refers to existing communities? This provision of 
the bill in H. R. 426 would provide for sale of needed land adjacent 
to villages and communities already established to meet their prob- 
lems of expanding the communities? Would there be new townsites 
originated under this legislation which would not exist today? 

Mr. Crarr. Well, it would cover both situations, Mr. McIntire. 
There are really three situations, as I see it, which the townsite bill 
would cover. One would be where you had a small town, an old- 
established town, a very small little community, like a sawmill town, 
and the national forest boundary is right down close to the town, 
maybe a mile from the center of town, but the town is expanding. 
It is still a very small town, but you could set aside 640 acres if the 
town government requested that. It would take care of that situa- 
tion. The second situation is—maybe it is almost the same—where 
you have a small tract of private land completely surrounded by 
national forests, and originally maybe it was a homestead and there 
has been a little settlement developed there, and there is no room for 
it to expand except onto the national forest. 

The third situation is the new townsite. They are new in the 
sense that there is no private land there. We have quite a number of 
small communities in the national forests that have grown up all 
under permit from the Government, all on Federal land, particularly 
communities associated with power developments. For instance, all 
up and down’the Sierras, in California, where we have these some- 
times small and sometimes large—fairly large—power developments up 
all these rivers, usually at the base of the dam, there is a small com- 
munity of maybe a hundred or maybe a couple of hundred people, 
their stores, schools, a bank, and a few homes, and the whole thing 
is on Government permit. There is no way to get that land into 
private ownership at the present time. This townsite bill would 
provide a way whereby 640 acres—and that is ample for that type of 
situation—could be set up and could be divided up into lots where the 
homes now are, and where the sale could be made to the occupants 
who have built the improvements on the land. That is a very common 
situation in a number of the Western States. This townsite bill 
would allow us to correct that. 

Mr. McIntire. There is just one further point. In connection 
with the communities which you have mentioned which have grown 
up around some facility like a power site, would H. R. 426 permit 
lands being conveyed to the company so that it becomes a company 
town rather than one of individual private ownership? What is your 
thought as to the intent in that regard? 

Mr. Crarr. Well, I know what the intent is. My understanding 
of the language is that the area would be divided up into these indi- 
vidual lots, and the Department of Agriculture would sell these lots 
to individuals. They would not sell them in a block to 1 person or 1 








SALE OF CERTAIN LANDS IN NATIONAL FORESTS 11 


company. It would be individual sales to the occupants of these 
areas. 

Mr. McIntire. What is the responsibility of the Federal Govern- 
ment in relation to the highways which lead into these areas if they 
become privately owned instead of being under lease? What change 
of responsibility, if any, rests in providing the highway system that 
leads into these communities that are inside of the national forests 
in which the highways now are somewhat in the jurisdiction of the 
National Forest Service? 

Mr. Crarr. Well, we have some highways in the national forests 
that are under the county system. There are some that are forest- 
development roads which the Forest Service maintains; and the 
through highways maintained under the Federal-State system. So 
far as I know, although I would like an opportunity to correct my 
statement on this if I am in error, I do not believe that these town- 
sites would have any effect on the highway setup. 

Mr. Larrp. In Mr. Engle’s bill and Mr. Hope’s bill there is refer- 
ence made to appraised value. I wondered if we could get a definition 
of that in the record here. Where is that defined? 

Mr. Crarr. Well it is not defined anywhere specifically in the 
legislation. The appraisal would be made by an employee of the 
Department of Agriculture or the Forest Service. We would attempt 
to appraise it at the current market value. That is about as specific 
an answer as I can give you. 

Mr. Larrp. Current market value for timberlands or for residential 
property or for what purpose? 

Mr. Crart. For the purpose for which it is to be sold. 

Mr. Larrp. For the purpose for which it is being sold? 

Mr. Crarr. Yes. 

Mr. Grant. We are going to have to take stock here because the 
House is meeting at 11 o’clock. We have several more witnesses and 
Congressman Brooks who has been waiting for some time. Congress- 
man Coon is coming in. 

Mr. Haaen. Mr. Craft in my area up in Tule River Canyon there 
is a camp, Camp Doyle, which I believe is owned by the power com- 
pany. They have sold cabin sites to a great many people making a 
desirable summer community. As I understand under either the 
Engle bill or this bill but most probably under the Engle bill there 
would be adjacent areas offered for sale to the people desiring to 
expand that community; is that correct? 

Mr. Crart. There could be; that is right. 

Mr. Hacen. Also, I have another situation in my mind, in back of 
Fresno, by Huntington Lake, which you are probably acquainted with, 
I believe that is all Government property. However, there was an 
effort made a few years ago to get some more liquor licenses in there. 
The Forest Service having that under their juridsiction refused to 

ermit it. Under either of these proposals, would that area be offered 
or private sale? 

Mr. Crarr. Well, I cannot answer you specifically. I would say 
this, though, that the Department’s report on S. 1079, comparable 
to the urban area bill, we said specifically that we did not feel that 
areas that are used only for summer-home purposes would qualify as 
urban. 

Mr. Hagen. I see. 
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Mr. Crarr. I believe that Huntington Lake area is almost ex- 
clusively a summer area. 

Mr. Hagen. The point I was trying to make there, for example, is 
that one of the aspects of desirability for a great many people who go 
up there is the fact that it is within the Forest Service domain, and 
there are not many saloons on the street and so forth. 

Mr. Crarr. On the townsite bill, you will recall, we do not set up 
the townsites and offer the lots for sale unless there has been applica- 
tion from a local governmental unit, such ag a county or munici- 
pality—if there is a municipality—which would have to satisfy the 
Secretary of Agriculture that the community would be properly 
established and run, and municipal services provided. So there is 
a way of protection there, too. 

Mr. Hagen. That is all I have. 

Mr. Grant. Let me ask you another question, please. We do not 
seem to have a report on H. R. 763. Could you give us an opinion 
of that? 

Mr. Crartr. We recommend its enactment, yes. 

Mr. Grant. Unless there are some other questions, that will be all, 
Mr. Craft. We will excuse you with our thanks. 

Mr. Brooks. We will be glad to hear from you at this time. 





STATEMENT OF HON. JACK B. BROOKS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 






Mr. Brooks. I am very pleased with this opportunity to testify. 
I would like to suggest a rough idea on this legislation introduced by 
Mr. Hope and previously considered by the Senate. I also would 
like to present at this time for the consideration of the committee an 
idea of what the national forests might well consist of as, for example, 
in my district. The isolated parcels in the national forests are rather 
extensive, and the green part on the average highway map that you 
and I may be familiar with does not mean that the United States 
National Forest Service owns all of that property. 

I have some very serious questions about this proposed legislation. 
I think that the national forest department itself, is, of course, and 
would be, very interested in protecting our national forests, for the 
record. But I think this particular legislation is undoubtedly the 
first step in the disposition by them or other bodies of the national 
forests. I think it is undesirable legislation. I think that basically 
there may be some reason to think that there are isolated parcels of 
land which might well be divested, but I think that broad legislation 
of this type is just an open invitation for the national forests to be 
sold under many and various guises. 

I hate to disagree with the distinguished minority leader of this 
particular committee, Mr. Hope, whom I have a high regard for, but 
in, this particular matter I felt obligated to come before your subcom- 
mittee, Mr. Grant, and testify. 

Last year, you will recall, we had a rather serious problem or. the 
House floor about the exchange, some possibility of exchanging private 
lands for nationel forest lands. The House defeated that legislation. 
It did not go to the Senate. I think that this goes one step further. 
This is not the proposal to exchange Government lands for private 
lands. Lut this is an offer and a method by which the National 
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Forest Service can appraise land and sell virtually any land that 
they pow own. 

If you will look at that national forest map, which may not be 
typical of all the national forests, but is typical of those in Texas, 
you will see there are many isolated parcels of land. Under this 
original legislation as drawn, they would have every right to go in 
and sell virtually any part of that national forest, as you can see 
from the map. That may be true in the East. I think they are a 
little more solidly blocked up on the east coast. 

On. the west coast, I think they are fairly open. I just wanted to 
submit those proposals to you. I think it is very dangerous legisla- 
tion. If you will notice, 1 roughed up some ideas, just suggestions, 
for an act. I did not introduce this, but it is something I worked on 
pretty hard myself. I gave you a copy of it, Mr. Chairman. 

I provided in this type of an act as suggestions for your committee, 
sir, that we do not say that we sell these lands at the appraised value. 
I thought Mr. Laird had an excellent interrogation on what the 
appraised value is. The appraised value is something that a forest 
man goes out and appraises, and normally their capability is appraising 
timberlands or grazing lands, which they have jurisdiction over. I 
think any appraising of United States property should certainly be 
made at the full and current market value at its highest and best use. 
In other words, I think it is criminal and a failure of us to do our duty 
when we allow any governmental agency to sell property at just what 
they say is the appraised value. 

They may appraise it as timberland as was pointed out, or they may 
appraise it as grazing land, when, in fact, this land may be ideal for 
a subdivision. purpose, it may be for lake homes, it may be the highest 
type of residential or commercial or industrial property. It may be 
next to railroad sidings, it may be next to main highways, it may be 
higaway frontage. 

When you sell that kind of land as straight timberland, you are 
not protecting the United States interests, and you are not getting 
the most money for the people out of the land you.are supposed to sell. 
I think we certainly ought to put in any legislation authorizing any 
Department, whether it is Republican or Democratic or what have 
you, or bipartisan, a requirement that they sell this land at the full 
and current market value for the highest and best use. I think we 
should not allow them to sell parcels exceeding 100 acres in a single 
tract. I think we should require them, as this paragraph outlines, 
to sell land which is located outside of the boundaries of the national 
forests, and I say the existing boundaries and put a date on there, 
because these gentlemen can change the boundaries of the national 
forests by administrative order tomorrow morning, and have the 
national forests as a little circle, and all the rest would be without the 
existing forest boundaries. I think we should put a date on this. 

I do not say they will do any of these things, but I say I know they 
will not if we know they cannot. I think it ought to be surrounded 
by private or State-owned lands and not just contiguous to them. 
If you have a little strip that sticks out, you may have a very work- 
an piece of property that could be administered as forest land 
without much difficulty, and there may be just one little tip that 
touches on private land. 
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About the middle of the paragraph we are talking about State- 
owned lands which, if the Secretary of Agriculture determines are 
more suited and needed for private residential or other private uses, 
he can sell under the second category of this bill. I think they should 
be sold only at the current full market value. I think the House itself 
would certainly feel that we should protect the public interest to that 
extent, and I feel sure you and your subcommittee would want to. 
I put at the bottom of mine a proviso that I think would be very 
helpful, that if we are going to divest the national forests of some of 
their property by one method or another, I think surely that the pro- 
ceeds from that divestment that would inure to the Forest Service 
should be used and expended by the Secretary of Agriculture for the 
reforestation of some of our existing national forest lands which we 
now have, for the improvement of those timberlands, for the purchase 
of lands under the act of March 1, 1911. In other words, if they in 
good faith want to improve the national forest holdings, when they 
divest themselves of a tract, I think they should take that money 
and put it back into the national lands, either to buy an isolated spot 
in the center, to reforest the forests, or to otherwise maintain the 
national forests. 

Mr. Grant. Mr. Brooks, to be frank with you, this thing looks 
like a thousand parts tome. Do we have any additional forests that 
are established without so many separate parcels? Do you know 
why this national forest is so divided with so many different small 
parcels? 

Mr. Brooks. That particular national forest on that map there? 

Mr. Grant. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Yes, sir. I think Mr. Craft is here and might verify 
this. In the 1930’s, when most of that land had been clearcut by the 
big timber companies in my district, when they had leveled virgin 
pine forests, they did not even leave seed trees, when they had done 
that, and when the land was worth nothing to them, because these 
lands in the early 1930’s, were pretty much holding the world to- 
gether, those companies went to the Federal Government and offered 
that land for sale and were very interested in them buying it and 
purchasing it. So the Government bought the holdings of the various 
timber companies, which were not, of course, solidly blocked up. 
That is the reason that occurred. Those forest lands now look a 
lot different from that. They have been reforested and are green and 
they are growing a lot of timber and selling it. 

I understand you do not have authority to operate after the House 
is in session. 

Mr. Grant. Well, we have authority, but we will have to stop 
pretty quickly. 

Mr. Brooks. I just wanted to submit this idea. I was not familiar 
with Mr. Engle’s bill prior to my getting here, but it apparently has 
no provision for sale to a public body, a school, a county, or any political 
subdivision. It seems obvious that this bill might well include my 
suggestions. 

Maybe it ought to include a limit on the amount of these town lots 
that might be sold to 1 individual or to 1 corporation, to prevent it 
being a private profit-making program for some real-estate operators. 
Also, in this analysis by the Forest Department of this bill, their report 
to the Senate I thought was very interesting. It points out in here 
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in reply to one of Mr. McIntire’s questions, I believe, or Mr. Matthews’, 
about would it be used for summer home purposes, the report says, if 
you read it carefully, that those gentlemen over there said, ‘‘We would 
rather use it for smaller towns and believe that areas which are used 
only for summer home purposes would not qualify as urban within 
the meaning of Senate bill 1079, only.”” You have very seldom seen 
a lakefront development or hunting lodge development where it is 
used only for such purposes. Invariably they have some nester that 
stays up there year round, and who lives there, and occasionally you 
will get a retired man who stays there the year round. They could 
make almost any hunting or fishing area or encampment qualify 
because of the inclusion of this delizhtful word ‘“only.’”’ Then they 
have some other dissertations in here that are not binding in the bill. 
That is just their interpretation of how they say they are going to 
interpret the language in this bill as now. They might change their 
interpretation tomorrow morning, bright and early. They might 
change it tonight. They might change it at 12 o’clock, noon. 

I think this bill itself should lay out the restrictions, the obliga- 
tions, and the manner in which they are going to sell the land, if they 
are going to sell it. It ought to be laid out in the bill. We ought 
not to leave it up to McKay, or Morse, or some Democratic appointee 
if we are fortunate to be elected and appoint some. I do not think 
it ought to be left up to an official, what they are going to do with the 
national forests. I think your committee is capable of handling this. 

Mr. Chairman, I am grateful for the opportunity to appear. If 
there are any questions that I might help on, I will be very happy to 
assist. 

Mr. Grant. Thank you, Mr. Brooks. 

We would like to finish this. We will declare a 30-minute recess 
and come back to finish it. We will be right back as soon as we can 
answer rollcall. 

~(Brief recess.) 
Mr. Grant. The committee will come to order. 
Next we have our colleague, Mr. Coon, of Oregon. 


STATEMENT OF HON. SAM COON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON- 
GRESS FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


Mr. Grant. We will be glad to hear any statement from you which 
you care to make, Mr. Coon, with regard to the bills. 

Mr. Coon. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the com- 
mittee. I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before you today 
in support of H. R. 4004. 

My name is Sam Coon. I am the Congressman from the Second 
District in Oregon. 

Although my appointment as a member of the National Forest 
Reservation Commission is of recent date, there have been a variety 
of proposals for the acquisition of land for addition to the national 
forests or for the exchange of land which have required my considera- 
tion. In my study of these proposed acquisitions and related Federal 
statutes, it has become evident that the disposal by direct sale of 
national forest lands is either impossible in the case of the Weeks law 
lands or is a laborious process under existing law in the case of public 
domain lands. It is well known to the gentlemen of this committee 
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that during the depression of the 1930’s, thousands of tracts of land 
were purchased by the Federal Government to form new national 
forests or to be added to existing national forests. This program 
was based upon considerations involving land rehabilitation and the 
furnishing of employment without too much regard for future 
administrative problems. 

The result of this program was a broad extension of Government 
land ownership, the acquisition of many scattered tracts and the 
resulting development of higher cost land administration. 

I have discovered in my work as a member of the National Forest 
Reservation Commission that national forest tracts only 40, 80 or 
160 acres in size are oftentimes found several miles removed from the 
main body of the national forest. Sometimes these small tracts are 
adjacent to, or intermingled with, well-managed private tree farms. 
Often they serve as a valuable addition to a small farm operation in 
need of some woodland. Sometimes they are needed for recreational 
developments or for commercial hunting or fishing lodges, for small 
business establishments, for residential purposes, or for a variety of 
similar uses in which private citizens may be interested. 

At the present time, the Forest Service cannot sell such lands 
unless they are valuable for agriculture. They cannot be declared 
surplus to the agency’s needs and disposed of under the regulations 
of General Services Administration. If the tract is public-domained 
land included in the national forest withdrawal, it would be necessary 
for the Forest Service to get the tract eliminated from national forest 
status by an Executive order. Following this, it would revert to the 
jurisdiction of the Department of the Interior for classification and 
disposal under the public land laws. This process is long and tedious. 

A simple solution to the foregoing problem is the enactment of 
H. R. 4004, to permit isolated tracts and narrow projected strips and 
lands adjacent to urban areas not needed for sited forest purposes 
to be sold directly to the persons interested in acquiring them and in 
need of them. 

It is my understanding that the Forest Service in the Department 
of Agriculture has been conducting a careful study of national forest 
boundaries to determine the need of eliminating certain lands and 
consolidating others. Such study has been needed for a long while, 
as I have viewed the situation in my State of Oregon. There, as else- 
where the cost of administering scattered tracts of land is high relative 
to the benefits received. This is particularly true under Government 
administration because the use of such Government lands is moré 
diversified and more subject to a variety of demands by the public. 

National forest boundaries should be redrawn where necessary to 
eliminate these scattered tracts. It makes good sense, then, for the 
Forest Service to complete its boundary study as rapidly as possible 
in order to develop a program of consolidation and more economical 
administration. If this process is going to succeed, legislation such as 
proposed in H. R. 4004 will be absolutely essential. 

I have no apprehension that the Secretary of Agriculture will not 
handle the problem with the best public interest constantly in mind. 
He has shown a desire to find ways in which to economize and yet pro- 
vide for the most efficient management of the national forests. 
Through H. R. 4004, the Secretary will be permitted to sell isoleted 
tracts and narrow projecting strits where and when in his best judg- 
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ment it will benefit the national forests and reduce the cost of adminis- 
tration. Moreover, where such isolated parcels or narrow projecting 
strips can be added to existing farm ownership or private forest land 
management units, the economy of the area and the development of 
private forestry enterprise will be substantially benefited. 

I respectfully urge that this bill be reported by this committee. 

Mr. Grant. The committee counsel, Mr. Heimburger, would like 
to ask you a question. 

Mr. HermBureer. Mr. Coon, I was just wondering if, having heard 
the testimony of the gentleman from Texas, you feel that the policies 
and safeguards in the public interest which he referred to could be 
written into this proposed law in detail without seriously handicapping 
the type of operation which you believe the Forest Service should 
carry on. 

Mr. Coon. Well, I do not know what particular safeguards you have 
reference to, but most of which he mentioned are already in the law. 
So they are already safeguarded. 

Mr. Hermsurcer. I am interested particularly because you are a 
member of the National Forest Reservation Commission. Would you 
believe that where tracts of a certain size or upward were involved in 
this sale of isolated parcels it might be beneficial to have the sale re- 
ferred to the National Forest Reservation Commission for approval, 
the same as is now done with a great many transactions? 

Mr. Coon. Well, I would think that would probably be a proper 
safeguard. 

Mr. HermBurcer. Would you think it would be practical and serve 
any useful purpose to have in the legislation a requirement that the 
money received from sale of the isolated parcels should be put into a 
special fund and used or at least available for the purchase of existing 
a owned lands within the same national forest? Would there 

e any particular advantage to that? 

Mr. Coon. I would have to study that a little more, but I do not 
believe that a legislative committee usually is the one that should 
take care of the money. That should go to the Appropriations 
Committee. I have always felt that any department of Government 
should come in and justify what they need each year as they need it 
before the Appropriations Committee. This would be earmarking 
money a little bit contrary to the usual custom of our legislative 
process, I believe. 

Mr. Hermpurcer. It would, except that it would indicate a legis- 
lative policy, I think, that the process of selling off these small isolated 

arcels was not to be an indirect means of disposing of our national 
orests or any particular national forest—an indication that if you 
sold a thousand acres off of this forest, you should use the money to 
buy a thousand acres or something of comparable value that was 
already within the boundaries of a forest. 

‘ Mr. Coon. Well, the definitions of this law permit only isolated 
tracts or narrow projecting strips. So there is no change, I do not 
think, to have, as he suggested, a sale of our national forests. There 
could not be, because it is defined in the bill, what could be sold, and 
I think there is a very clear definition of isolated tracts in the law 
now. So I cannot see any chance of this being an opening wedge to 
sell our national forests. It just strikes me as good management 
when you buy over a period of a few years 16 or 18 million acres, with 
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some of them being scattered tracts, there is likelihood that some of 
these might now be better back in private hands. They were bought 
in depression days when it was the policy of the Government to 
acquire more land for the reasons I stated. But in the purchase of 
18 million acres, which I believe is approximately the amount that 
the Federal Government bought during about a 10-year period there, 
it just sounds like it is almost a cinch that some of these private 
tracts now might be better off in private hands. 

Mr. Hemmpureer. Your studied opinion, then, is that the bill as 
presented does not need any further refinement? 

Mr. Coon. I do not really see that it does, because the questions 
of safeguards, which Mr. Brooks mentioned, I think, are pretty well 
defined in the bill or in existing law now. So I do not think there is 
a chance to do some of the things that he referred to mostly as a re- 
mote possibility. I cannot see that there is any possibility of that 
nagpening, 

Mr. Marruews. Mr. Chairman, I have enjoyed my colleague’s 
presentation. I am just a freshman member of the Committee on 
Agriculture. I am getting a lot of interesting information about our 
national forests. For example, I just never could conceive of a 
national forest on the basis such as shown on this map. In my sec- 
tion of the country, it looks like the land is pretty well contiguous, 
it is all one compact mass, and has great opportunities for conserva- 
tion. We are all interested in that, and I particularly am interested 
in conservation, fish, and wildlife. 

I just wondered, Mr. Coon, if, with your information of forests, 
you could tell me if we have many other national forests that have 
somewhat of a boundary line like this. If you look over this map, 
you will see many tiny boundary plots. This is just one of the most 
scattered types of things I have seen. I frankly do not know many 
of our forests, except in the State of Florida, in my own section of 
the country. Are there many that have this type of boundary line, 
would you say? 

Mr. Coon. I think there are some that are probably very similar 
to that one. However, I believe the big percentage are composed of 
more solid blocks of ground. 

Mr. Marruews. Would this be the type of forest in the .western 
part of the country? 

Mr. Coon. I do not think it would, Mr. Matthews. In our areas 
out there, the forests are usually in the mountains. It is not solid 
ownership, by any means, but it is much more solid than the one you 
display there. 

Mr. Marruews. The gentleman from Texas explained this. He 
said the Government bought up land during the depression. I am 
somewhat concerned to think that with that buying of land they 
managed to fit it to the pattern of the national forest without, it seems 
like, any contiguous land areas there to the extent that they should be. 
Naturally, of course, it costs a lot more for administration. 

The second question I have in mind, Mr. Coon, is one that you have 
already answered. I am afraid I am not going to get much help from 
you, but in my section of the country, the thing we need desperately 
in our national forests is more recreational possibilities. The large 
landowners have gone around:in the area around the forests and they 
bought up huge amounts of acreage and put these “No huatingy 
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signs, “‘No fishing” signs, “Posted; keep out.” I am not going to say 
that that has anything to do with forest ee: but quite frequently, 
I imagine, certain citizens get a little bit provoked at that lack of 
cooperation. I am not trying to fix the blame, however. I intro- 
duced a bill to try to give us more money for recreational facilities in 
our national forests, to help in the fishing and hunting. 

I find the Department of Agriculture, of course, is opposed to any 
idea where you set down a certain amount that has to go for any 
particular program or any particular purpose. My idea was to set 
a certain amount of the proceeds that we get from our national forests, 
not exceeding say, about $5 million a year, to go for recreational 
purposes—fishing, hunting, and things like that. I have not had 
much encouragement, and I am afraid you cannot give me much 
because of your idea that we should go before the Appropriations 
Committee to fight for those specific appropriations. 

The problem is that it seems like those gentlemen on the Appro- 
priations Committee do not seem to sense this need as I do, and which 
I think many of us do. I was intrigued with Congressman Brooks’ 
thought that we might specify certain uses for the money we get from 
any sale of these lands. But as I understand, you feel that would not 
be wise. 

Mr. Coon. I think I would be inclined to think it should go through 
the regular legislative channels, the money revert to the Treasury, 
and then be appropriated upon proper justification. 1 might say in 
regard to the gentleman’s desire to have more money for recreation 
in the forests, that I heartily agree with him. I appeared before the 
Appropriations Committee in support of more money for recreational 
uses by the Forest Service. I think many people are getting a lot of 
benefits from them, and it should be encouraged. To do so, we cer- 
tainly should get more money. I am with you on the subject of 

etting more money, but I feel it is a matter that should be justified 
before the Appropriations Committee and handled that way. 

Mr. Martruews. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Coon. Thank you for the privilege of appearing. 

Mr. Grant. The next witness is Mr. Matt Triggs, of the National 
Farm Bureau. 


STATEMENT OF MATT TRIGGS, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE 
DIRECTOR, AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, WASH- 
INGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Triaes. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, we 
do not have a prepared statement, but it will just take a few moments 
for me to summarize the farm bureau’s position with respect to these 
bills. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation favors the disposition of 
Federal lands which no longer serve an essential Government purpose 
and which have been classified as land which is suitable for private 
ownership and development. H. R. 4004 which would authorize the 
sale of certain lands now administered by the Forest Service, which, 
because of their location, cannot be efficiently administered, should, 
in our opinion, be approved. 

We also recommend the approval of H. R. 426, the bill that Mr. 
Engle reviewed, to authorize the disposal of Federal lands for enlarg- 
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ing or establishing town sites. It is our belief that the enactment of 
these two bills would aid the private development of the areas involved 
with benefit to the communities and the economy of the area. 

That concludes our testimony, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Grant. Thank you very much, Mr. Triggs. 

Does any member of the committee have any questions? 

If not, thank you very much. 

Mr. Poole, of the Wildlife Institute. 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL A. POOLE, EDITOR, OUTDOOR NEWS 
BULLETIN, WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE 


Mr. Poouts. Mr. Chairman, my name is Daniel A. Poole. I am 
the editor of the Outdoor News Bulletin for the Wildlife Management 
Institute, one of the oldest national conservation organizations in 
North America. The institute, as you know, is dedicated to the 
better management of natural resources in the public interest. The 
activities of this nonprofit organization have been continuous since 
1911. 

We appreciate this opportunity to present this brief statement on 
H. R. 4004 which provides for the sale of certain national forest lands. 
The institute is vitally interested in the national forest program. It 
has been a stanch advocate over the years of programs and activities 
that produce the greatest public benefits from the forests within the 
bounds of sound management principles. 

While we agree that it is desirable for the Secretary of Agriculture 
to have the necessary administrative discretion and authority to 
properly manage the national forests, it is believed that this authority 
should be defined rather clearly, and should contain appropriate 
safeguards. We do not think that the basic principles of administra- 
tion should be left entirely to the judgment of policymakers yet un- 
known. For this reason, we are apprehensive about the many things 
that could be done under the vague wording of this proposal. As long 
as this language is not crystal clear in its meaning, it will be subject 
to interpretation. It is the implementation of these interpretations 
that might eventually jeopardize the widespread public interest in 
the national forests. 

The institute is unable to determine the full scope of the words, 
‘isolated parcels or narrow projecting strips.” National forest 
boundaries often follow dominant topographic features such as ridges, 
divides, valleys, or streams and for that reason are irregular and 
contain many natural projecting strips. 

In other instances like the Toyiabe National Forest in Nevada, the 
Talladega in Alabama, the Sumter in South Carolina, and others, 
there may be several separate units of a single national forest. Each 
unit is separated completely from the others by intervening land- 
ownership. In the absence of a precise definition, we wonder whether 
these isolated tracts also could be disposed of under this proposal. 

There seems to be the further danger that the sale of certain narrow 
strips or projecting pieces could be so arranged that a second and a 
third such remaining tract then would be eligible for sale. It also 
is our understanding that forest purchase units would come under the 
purview of this proposal. 





SALE OF CERTAIN LANDS IN NATIONAL FORESTS 21 


Inasmuch as the Federal Government is proceeding slowly in its 
efforts to purchase small parcels of private lands and nuisance areas 
within these forest purchase units, the ownership pattern is complex, 
with the Federal holdings consisting of many isolated and projecting 
tracts of land. 

Another point which might be considered is the provision which 
would permit the Secretary of Agriculture to sell national forest lands 
should he find “such lands suitable for private ownership and better 
adapted to commercial, agricultural, residential, or other private 
purposes than to national forest purposes.’’ It would seem desirable 
to specify that such action should be based on the finding that the 
long-term benefits arising from such ownership must be considered. 
Nor does it seem unreasonable that decisions may be reached for the 
disposal of national forest lands if the administrative agency failed 
to receive adequate appropriations for management. 

Mr. Chairman, the institute believes that better wording could be 
devised for the doing of what obviously should be done in some areas 
of administrative stress without endangering the gains that have been 
made in the national forest program. While we would be reluctant 
to offer such languaze, we feel that others who have more detailed 
knowledge of the program may present some good suggestions. 

Thanks for your courtesy. 

Mr. Grant. Thank you very much. I was just going to ask you 
for a suggestion on this, but your ending up the way you did rather 
threw me off balance. I wonder if you would have any suggestions 
as to writing out a legal or more detailed determination of the words 
“isolated parcels” or “narrow and projected strips.” 

Mr. Pootz. We felt, Mr. Chairman, as I stated at the end of the 
statement, that others who have a more detailed knowledge of the 
program would be able to. I notice that earlier this morning Mr. 

rooks submitted a statement to you. He is a strong advocate of 
the national forest program. He felt his small proposal would provide 
the safeguards that he sought. I believe Mr. Metcalf, early in the 
month, wrote a letter to Mr. Cooley in which he raised certain specific 
points about the safeguards. 

Mr. Grant. We will get a copy of that letter. I do not seem to 
have it before me here. 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman, I was wondering if Mr. Poole had 
studied the suggested changes which Congressman Brooks proposed, 
and whether or not his organization is satisfied what those changes 
would be an improvement on the bill. 

Mr. Poo ez. I have not had an opportunity to look at Mr. Brooks’ 
proposals. 

Mr. Grant. I believe your statement sets out what you desire in 
general terms. We certainly appreciate hearing from you. The 
committee will take your statement into consideration. Thank you 
very much. 

Mr. Michael Hudoba will appear next. He is the Washington 
editor of Sports Afield. 
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STATEMENT OF MICHAEL HUDOBA, WASHINGTON EDITOR, 
SPORTS AFIELD 


Mr. Huposa. My name is Michael Hudoba. I am Washington 
editor of Sports Afield magazine. 

I appreciate the courtesy of the chairman of the committee giving 
me an opportunity to make a very brief oral statement. 

We are extremely concerned and apprehensive, and worried, about 
the language of H. R. 4004, and S. 1079. We are not worried for any 
lack of confidence in past, present or future administrations, but are 
concerned over the language of the bill, as we understand it, isolated 
parcels and narrow projected strips. For those who live in a crowded 
city area, a narrow projected strip is large if it is two inches, if such 
_land is valued at $1,000 a foot. ‘To some of this beautiful wide-open 
country, a narrow strip, projecting strip, of one or two miles is in- 
significant. But it is just that the position of those two concepts 
presented to a court in dispute would present a very trying problem 
of definition. 

The possibility also because of the irregularity of forest boundaries, 
and the fact that the exterior boundaries of forests encompass 221 
million acres of which the Federal Government only owns 180 million 
plus, means that at least one-fourth of the forest area comes within 
the terms of sale of this particular type of legislation. Then the 
further clause which gives a Secretary of Agriculture the authority 
to determine that land would be suitable for other purposes than 
forest purposes, provides an extensive administrative discretion of 
such latitude that if we were in the position of having to make such 
decision we would hesitate to accept such authority. 

The public interest in the national forests is extremely extensive, 
not only for the 35 million plus visitors for recreational uses, but the 
very real values of watershed protection, which encompass commu- 
nity interests, which encompass the production of water for large, 
expensive and useful reclamation reservoirs, the multiple purpose uses 
that involve the grazing, the minerals, and timber. 

All of these factors faced up against the indefinite vagueness and 
the ambiguity of this language is one that gives us a very great con- 
cern. Therefore, we wish to register objection to the terminology 
as expressed in this proposed legislation. 

Mr. Grant. Have you finished your statement? 

Mr. Huposa. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Grant. Have you read the rough sketch here of a suggested 
amendment or act by Mr. Brooks? 

Mr. Huposa. I have read it briefly twice, Mr. Chairman. It 
would appear that the suggestions contained on the typewritten 
page, the page typed in blue here, have good safeguards, but in the 
absence of having a chance to study them in detail, I could not make 
any further comment. 

Mr. Grant. Yes, we appreciate that. 

Mr. Hupora. But in these national forest areas, in the event there 
was any change of fundamental policy, and I think that fundamental 
policy is involved in this legislation, either we are going to have 
more or a perfection of national forest areas, or we are going to 
reduce national forest areas and gradually eliminate them. The 
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crossroads, I think, is in the determination of what the fate of this 
bill will be. 

Mr. Grant. Mr. McIntire? 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman, I have a question. 

Mr. Hudoba, I believe I can understand the scope of your concern, 
which seems to be that the words can be interpreted rather broadly. 
Do you, representing the folks who are interested in conservation, 
feel that there is a need surrounding these communities which may be 
bounded somewhat by national forests, that the law provide some 
vehicle by which that pressure of an expanding community be met 
by such parcels of land as are adjacent to the privately owned prop- 
erty in the community being available for private ownership? What 
is the position of your organization in that type of a situation? 

Mr. Huposa. We recognize, Congressman McIntire, that there are 
problems not only relevant to the proposal H. R. 4004, with difficulty 
of administration on isolated parcels, but there is also a problem on 
the encompassment of a national forest area around an expanding 
community town development. 

We feel that that is a real problem. Again, in H. R. 426, the 
generality of the language as we see it, and I have only read the bill 
this morning upon appearance here, would create a potential real estate 
subdeveloper’s dream by offering and setting up 640-acre or 1-section 
tracts for subdivision. 

In the event that it was a bona fide town, community, with popula- 
tion that could not expand except for movement of its boundaries 
further to include the surrounding contiguous national forest area, 
there is a very practical need. 

Mr. McIntire. Are those not the needs that we are referring to on 
this page of the legislation, those very real needs of a community to 
expand, and in order to expand they must have access to the national 
forest lands? Are those not the needs we are getting at? 

Mr. Huposa. Yes. We do not quarrel with that need. We do 
not question the fact that that need should be considered for solution 
and a solution made. But the concern is that in the formula for 
developing such a solution, there is not opened up again an oppor- 
tunity for extensive abuses under generalities. 

Mr. McIntire. Do you have any suggestions as to the change of 
Wording in either of these bills which would bring it within the 
boundaries that you feel it should carry? 

Mr. Huposa. Having just seen this bill at the moment, and not 
being an attorney, I would hesitate to attempt to offer perfecting 
language. But my concern would be that the limitation would 
specifically relate, in its formula, to established population, an indica- 
tion concretely shown that the opportunity for expansion of a popula- 
tion was limited by the national forest area. Then the provisions for 
the use of forest lands for a townsite extension would be practical. 

Mr. McIntire. Now in relation to H. R. 4004, in which the matter 
of isolated parcels or narrow and projecting strips are concerned, do 
you have any language that you ell suggest to the subcommittee 


that could be put into the bill to define that in the manner which it 
would provide the protection about which you are expressly concerned? 

Mr. Huposa. Congressman MclIntire, I do not have language to 
suggest, in the absence of a clear-cut definition of an isolated parcel, 
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or in the absence of a clear-cut definition of a narrow projecting strip. 
The amendment I have seen submitted by Congressman Brooks would 
seem to make a good approach toward meeting the problem, such as 
that which is contained in the two forests within his district, and 
which are comparable to the forests in at least a number of other 
areas. 

Mr. McInrire. Particularly as it relates to limiting it to a tract 
not in excess of 100 acres in a single pareel? Is that a feature which 
you think is constructive? 

Mr. Hupogpa. We are faced with the same dilemna as to a definite 
acreage limitation as compared to an indefinite definition. The situa- 
tion could easily be it might be 101 acres, or it might be 10,001 acres. 

Mr. McIntire. So it really resolves itself, does it not, that there 
is a problem here in relation to pieces that are off at one side, or 
projecting or whatever may be the characteristic of it, that out of 
that characteristic does develop problems of administration, expensive 
probably, out of proportion to the value of the land. Is that a fair 
statement? 

Mr. Huposna. Yes, Congressman McIntire. 

Mr. McIntire. And also the fact that, in relation to expandin 
communities that find their boundaries circumscribed by the nationa 
forests, we do have a problem in that area, too. Then the matter 
resolves itself as to how you are going to reach a solution of those 
problems and still not extend authority beyond the appropriate 
boundaries to protect the various interests-——— 

Mr. Huposa. You have stated the problem as I see it in part. 

Mr. McIntire (continuing). Being rather impossible to spell it 
out in too detailed finality and still leave it administratively flexible 
enough to do much with it. 

Mr. Huposa. We feel that the Forest Service, the Department of 
Agriculture, does have some authority which could be used, probably 
more extensively than it has been, and that is the authority for 
exchanges in order to perfect boundaries. I have not seen any reports 
that would indicate that the program of exchanges for development 
and perfection has been utilized to its maximum, which then brings 
us up to the point of needing a bill of this type. 

Mr. McIntire. I might refer to a point there. 

Do you think that provision of law relative to exchanges is adequate 
in the matter of additional land for these communities, and also is a 
practical means of providing for the problem of isolated pieces? 

Mr. Huposa. I think there are two separate problems there. The 
community expansion has been accelerated. The people of this 
country, including those who are interested in recreation in the out 
of doors, do find the type of beauty and the type of recreational outlet 
of national forests and park areas attractive. It is only natural that 
they should seek in locating their homes to find that type of an en- 
vironment. Yet, in the expansion of a town, the individual making 
residence has nothing to offer to the Forest Service in exchange for 
lands which the town will need as a part of its expansion. On the use 
of land for private timber, for private uses, as indicated in H. R. 4004, 
there is a going operation, and it is an expansion of operation, but there 
is something that is potentially available in exchange in return. 

Mr. McIntire. Thank you. 

Mr. Marrnews. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to say very much. 
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Mr. McIntire has asked the questions pretty generally*that I had 
in mind. I do want to emphasize this one point, and the chairman 
has emphasized it along with Congressman McIntire. 

I personally would be grateful if you had time, if you would make 
any specific recommendations in the language of the bill so that it 
might have these reservation that we have talked about. I am not, 
naturally, too insistent if you do not have the time. But I think all 
of us are in agreement with the philosophy that you have. We are 
very anxious to preserve our national forests.. I am convinced that we 
have this problem of expanding population, and this problem of effi- 
cient administration of these forests. I am convinced in-my own mind 
that some little changes will certainly perfect the administration and 
will do more for us from the standpoint of conservation and preserva- 
tion of our wildlife than under the present situation. 

My statement is just a plea for any specific language that you could 
give us to help to do those things. I have enjoyed your testimony 
very much. 

Mr. Huposa. Thank you, Congressman Matthews. 

Mr. Grant. Mr. Hagen? 

Mr. Hacen. Referring to Mr. Engle’s bill, he, of course, in his ob- 
servation as to the necessity for his bill, confined himself to cases of 
existing towns, like Placerville, and other towns in the district, where 
they have an existing city, bursting at the seams, .so to speak. 

Referring to the language of his bill, he refers to— 


upon application and a satisfactory showing of a need therefor by any county, 
city, or other governmental subdivision— 


That language, of course, is quite broad. A county has no immediate 
problem with expansion as a county. It might supervise the needs of 
acity. There are many types of governmental subdivisions. I know 
in California, we have irrigation districts, and they are quasi-govern- 
mental agencies, ; They, might get under this language. There are 
numerous types of governmental or quasi-governmental agencies, 

I was wondering if this bill of Mr. Engle’s would:be:satisfactory if 
linéS' read séiiéthing like this: “by the Secretary of Agriculture as an 
expanding townsite” and if the ielaince to the agencies on line'9 was 
confined to an incorporated city. Would that cure it? 

That would just limit it to these cases where you already have an 
existing city establishment which needs an expanded townsite. 

Mr. Huposa. I think those are very constructive, objective ap- 
proaches. If the committee will bear with me on a personal experience 
and one of the reasons that I have become a critic—it is this: I moved 
my farming operation from one county into another because the 
county, the officials of the county, was a very tight, self-contained unit. 

With this bill, if they had a national forest in that county, it would 
be a heyday for them. 

Mr. Hagen. Under this bill as it now reads, with the cooperation, 
of course, of the Secretary, they could be designating townsites all 
over the country. 

Mr. Huposa. That is right. 

Mr. Hagen. But if you confined it to an expansion of the town- 
site, if you confined the activity to the city itself, which is bulging 
at the seams, you would have a more limited bill. I do not know 
whether it would fit Mr. Engle’s purposes, but it would fill all the 
purposes which he testified to. 
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Mr. Huposa. It would certainly make a Jong step, an objective 
approach, to fitting this very definite need where there is a town 
development, a population expansion, that is limited by the circum- 
scription of Federal land ownership. 

Mr. Hagan. That would be an improvement, in your opinion, and 
probably make the bill acceptable? 

Mr. Huposa. It would do a great deal in that direction. 

Mr. Grant. If there are no further questions, thank you very 


much for your statement. 

Mr. Hupoza. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Grant. Is there anyone else in the room who desires to testify 
on either of these bills, either for or against the bills? 

If not, I will thank you gentlemen very much, and we will recess 
the hearing. ; 

(Whereupon, at 12:34 p. m., the hearing was concluded.) 

(The following letter was submitted to the subcommittee :) 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STaTBs, 
Washington 6, D. C., June 6, 1956. 
Hon. Grorce M. Grant, 
Chairman, Forestry Subcommittee, House Agriculture Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Grant: The Chamber of Coatinesee of the United States strongly 
urges your subcommittee to approve H. R. 4004, to provide for the sale of certain 
lands in the national forests. 

H. R. 4004 would authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to sell isolated parcels 
or narrow projecting strips of national forest lands at not less than appraised 
value when he finds such land suitable for private ownership and better adapted 
to private purposes than to national forest purposes. 

We believe that enactment of H. R. 4004 would make the administration of 
national forest lands more efficient. At the present time the boundaries of 
national forests are irregular and tracts of privately owned lands are included 
within these forests. This bill would’ authorize the Secretary to sell isolated 
parcels and narrow projecting strips, thus making the national forest lands more 
compact and easier to administer. 

e request that this letter be made a part of the record of your committee 

gs. 
Cordially yours, 
Cuiarencs R, Mizzs, 
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